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PLEASE LSt THIS 70 SUBMIT YOUR COMMENTS ABOUT THE DRAFT EISETR. YOUGAN SEND ADDITIONAL COMMENTS TO-
DRAFT EIS/EIR COMMENTS, SURFACE WATER RESOURCES, InC., 2031 Howe Avenue, Sune 110, SACRAMENTO, CA 95825
JUST FOLD THIS SELF- ADDRESSED SHEET INTO THIRDS, SEAL, STAM P, ANDMAIL. THANK YOU.

& Please check here if you would like to he on the project mailing list.
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Now. 13 2001 11:33AM

November 13, 200
To whom it may concern,
I, as well as many of my neighberors feel compelled to put into written form our

concerns regarding the American River Pump Station Project. If the need for 2
pumping systen is ruly needed that is one thing. But to add roads and parking for

ok pele ooy omsaoly L b hoe N s A. Please refer to Master Response 3.1.6, Public River Access Features and
A children that we must protect from traffic and people that are possibly undesirable. Master Response 3.1.10, PrOJeCt Access.

Many of our children walk to school across Maidu. We also have the environmenta!
issues of pollution related to traffic, construction and from recreational use. Our
area has a tremendous amount ot traffic as it is and we do not need to actively
increase it with a park access. It is not only vehicle pollution but noise pollution and
litter as well.

The above are mv major concerns and hopefully this committee will understand that
| am definitelv against adding a State park river access to our area.

Why not consider the parking area at the Overlook for the River access. There is
already parking established at that site. Could that area not be further developed?

Sincerely, ot -
~—~, . . 3! G T : .
e O ‘?am_gr \Js /77&@4@

Denise and Robert DiMiceli

W18 Bouetro,., BF.

1 - Response to Comments
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Bureau of Reclamation/PCWA
Draft EISEIR Comments
Surface Water Resources, Inc.
2031 Howe Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95825

To Whom This May Concern:

Many resid have exp | concerns regarding new traffic p and vol as a result of the
proposed “Pump Station” project. We represent one of the few minority voices in the area and feel the
project has d fits to Auburm’s ic, envi 1 and recreational health. As an
impacted resident, share some of the concerns expressed during the N ber 7, 2001 infor 1
hearing and would ask that the project applicants not act too hastily to appease certain ighborhoods at the
expense of others. Many residents felt that most of the concems could be remedied by simply shifting the
access point for the new recreational opportunities from Maidu to Pacific Avenue. Perhaps some of the
A idents are thinking a bit too parochially and have not considered the fact that shifting or reducing traffic

from Maidu to Pacific would result in disproporti Iy impacting other neighborhoods such as the lower
Riverview area. If Maidu is closed for through traffic, not only would vehicles filter through other
residential areas 1o access the new recreational amenities but also many property owners along Riverview
have backyards that back-up to what would be the proposed alternative access road. Additionally,
everyone in Aubum is fully aware of the fact that Maidu Drive was originally designed to withstand heavy
volumes of traffic to negotiate the proposed dam road. Pacific, Skyridge and Riverview had no such
designs. Unlike Riverview, children do not play in the street of Maidu and while we concede there may be
safety issues regarding a neighboring school, safety considerations should also be given to youth utilizing
the park facility on Pacific

We think the new i P along the American River is exciting and are willing to sacrifice,
to some extent, the terrific quality of life my family's currently enjoys. However, the issue of traffic must
be addressed holistically and we would contend that both the residents along Maidu along with those on
Riverview should share i ly impacts resulting from a project that benefits California as a whole.

If the “Auburmn Dam™ were ever built we are convinced that my property values would probably increase.
Hi . We feel the intrinsic value of the proposed ional comp far ighs any ¥
consideration for two reasons. First, currently our family (2, 4 and 6 year-old sons) aren’t able to easily
access the stretch of river behind our home. A new access road and parking facility near the river will
greater permit such an activity. In addition, the more i in infi constructed along the
canyon would reduce the prospects for a dam, thus saving critical habitat values as well as taxpayer dollars.

We know PCWA, the Bureau and State Parks want to be good neighbors. In developing a solution to
address traffic concerns we would urge the project applicants to find mechanisms in which to limit

B vehicular access near the river, Enforceable “No Parking Zones™ along Maidu and the access road leading
to the proposed parking lot would allevi ighborhood as would a staffed pay station that
would actually monitor and manage the number of vehicles accessing the facility. There are a number of
unknowns involved with this project and in faimness to those that have invested and developed roots in the
area perhaps some “trust building” is in order. The suggested lack of notification and consideration of the

scope and proposed mitigation quired to address neighborhood is very di g

C 1o many. In order to avoid potential litigation we would recommend that the project applicants conduct a
series of i rkshops so that ¢ ity input is fully considered as the project evolves. Thank
vou for your consideration.

Doug, Juli, Collin, Parker & Alex Houston
285 Riverview Drive

Auburn, CA 95603

(530) 8854315

A. Project support noted. Please refer to Master Response 3.1.6, Public River

Access Features and Master Response 3.1.10, Project Access.

Please refer to Master Response 3.1.6, Public River Access Features.

Please refer to Response L-95.A regarding public notification and
involvement efforts associated with the American River Pump Station Project
environmental review process. Additionally, it is noted that lead and
responsible agency representatives participated in several additional
meetings, including attendance with the Auburn City Council, with local
residents to hear and discuss their concerns.

American River Pump Station Project
Final EIS/EIR

Response to Comments
June 10, 2002
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Y + B UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
‘s REGION IX
75 Hawthome Street
A San Francisco, CA 94105
November 13, 2001
Mr. Rod Hall

Bureau of Reclamation
7794 Folsom Dam Road
Folsom, CA. 95630-1799

Dear Mr. Hall:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for Placer County Water Agency American River Pump Station Project,
Placer County, California (CEQ# 010334), Our review is pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40
CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

The Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) and Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) propose
to develop a year-round water supply diversion of up to 35,500 acre-feet annually (AFA) from
PCWA's Middle Fork Project on the American River with water entitlements from the North
Fork of the American River. The proposed project consists of constructing a diversion and intake
structure, pump station and associated facilities including: pipelines, access roads, power lines,
and safety features. The Bureau and PCW A are negotiating a contract that will define the terms
and conditions upon which ownership for the facilities would be transferred to PCWA, including
responsibilities for operation, maintenance, and related activities for the project.

PCW A holds appropriative rights to divert 120,000 AFA from the American River. In the
late 1960s, PCWA built a pump station on the North Fork of the American River to convey its
water supplies to the Auburn Ravine Tunnel for delivery to PCWA's service area. However,
before pump station operations began, PCWA's station was removed by the Bureau as part of the
construction of the multipurpose Auburn Dam. Under a Land Purchase Agreement, the Bureau is
required to make water deliveries of up to 25,000 AFA to PCWA. The Bureau has met these
water delivery obligations through installation and removal of a seasonal pump station on an as-
needed basis since 1977. Beginning in 1990, PCWA has required access to its American River
supply every year to meet its system demand. In addition, by the early 2000s, PCWA will require
year-round access to its full American River water supply. Furthermore, the seasonal pumps have
become increasingly expensive and cannot provide the diversion capacity to fulfill demand
patterns.

Alternatives considered include upstream diversion at the site of the seasonal pump; a
mid-channel alternative of setting a permanent diversion intake structure within the current
dewatered portion of the river channel; and a no project alternative of continuing the present

American River Pump Station Project
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seasonal pump station operation. The Mid-Channel Diversion Alternative is the preferred .
alternative. This alternative includes restoration of the currently de-watered river segment near A PrOJeCt Support noted.
Auburn and closure of the bypass tunnel. Additional improvements would be implemented under
this alternative to ensure safe public access near the project area.
EPA commends the Bureau and PCWA for their efforts to provide a year-round water
supply diversion while minimizing potential adverse impacts to the unique sensitive resources of , . . \ .
A the .-\mcricim girvcr. We concur that the Mid-Channel Diversion Alternative may best meet these B. The mOdelIng performed for the diversion-related evaluation of cumulative
project goals, Of special note are the restoration of the de-watered river segment and closure of H ithi : H in i i i
the bypass tunnel. These actions will provide significant environmental benefits and remove a |mpaCtS within the Amerlcan River Basin includes other American River and
major public safety hazard, regional water diversion, flood control, and water temperature management
We are also impressed with the effort to analyze the diversion-related and development- actions that may aﬁeCt enVIronmental resources within the reg|0na| StUdy
;Ju.m!ruumutlul.wclim]:r-.n:t;in the :\mcric;im River Basin and water service areas (American River area. The aSSumptionS and parameters used in the mOdeling simulations
asin Cumulative Impact Report, Appendix D). While this Report provides an excellent detailed H it
villimiion of aseably fomeesthls Waier s00aly sofione 1 e Broski's Aierios Rivae include hydrology/level of land use, water demands, CVP facilities and
Division of the Central Valley Project, we believe the Report would be of even greater value if it operations (including flood control operations), CVP and SWP allocation
described potential mitigation measures and included other American River Basin and regional H : ol H
B diversion actions that may adversely affect resources of concern. For example, the US Corps of ObjeCtlveS and deCISlonS’ and all appllcable regUlatory standards.
Ensinests and Sacssments fves Pload Comtol gty fve ecunily propesed flood canie topics are briefly described in the Draft EIS/EIR, Chapter 3.0, Affected
improvements on the American River which may alter future flood releases and have significant . ; ; i
et oxt benaittye viparlan s (Amkastods Riee Exoject, Loag-Teem Scoddy, Californin), Environment and Environmental Consequences, Section 3.3.2.4, Modeling
_ _ _ Assumptions (see pages 3-22 through 3-24) and in greater detail in Appendix
EPA believes water supply commitments should be tailored to reflect supplies reasonably : : 1 : H
oxpected to be availshie nader varying conditions (e.g., wet versm dey years). We are concemed E, Technical Modeling Memorandum (see Table 1). The cumulative analysis
that if water quantity commitments consistently exceed available water supply, that perceived assumed implementation of and incorporated operational information that was
shortages” will be created. We fear that such “shortages” may give the impression of unreliable . . .
commitments and may imply a “need” to develop additional supplies. Often development of available at the time of the analysis for all reasonably foreseeable future local,
c “new supplies” is only reallocation of scarce water from environmental in-stream beneficial uses state. and federal projects or actions
to consumptive uses. Thus, we advocate an approach which is focussed on efficient use and ' '
management of existing scarce water supplies. The quantity of allocated water in the proposed i iti i
project should be based on existing, developed American River supplies and not on needs, The Draft EIS/EIR repon,:s that the PumUIQtlve Cond|t|0n WOUld. pOtentIa"y
demands, or anticipated additional supplies. We strongly urge the Bureau to avoid water quantity result in Slgnlflcant environmental ImpaCtS. HOWGVGr, the incremental
:3;}?};";;’1‘:@;;‘;3’“3 expected supplies and to avoid allocating shortages relative to inflated contribution of the Proposed Project would not be cumulatively considerable,
and therefore, would be less than significant for all resources evaluated, with
While we acknowledge PCWA's appropriative water rights to divert from the American H i i
River, we are very concerned with the proposed increase in PCWA’s diversion on the upper the EXCleptlon of pOtentlal _ImpaCtS Upon cultural relsour_ces at ShaSta
L\men'c;m River. The DEIS clearly demonstrates that diversion-related cumulative impacts will Reservoir. As a result of this determination, Reclamation is developing a
ave significant adverse impacts on scare sensitive resources (e.g., threatened and endangered i i i i i 1
fisheries, riparian habitat). Although the proposed action has a minor incremental contribution o programm_a_tlc agreement W”Eh the State Historic Preservation Offlce (SHPO)
D these cumulative impacts, we believe that the purpose and need of the proposed action is to to fU”y mltlgate this potentlal ImpaCt. CEQA and NEPA Only require or
ensure a year-round reliable water supply for PCWA versus permanent up-stream access to an it i iapt! i i i i
American River diversion. Thus, we support the Bureau and PCW A efforts to develop alternative recommend mltlga_tl_on Of a prOJeCt S qontrIbUtlon to a cumulative ,ImpaCt'
diversion qm'ms (C-g-r.]Sacra_?emo l;‘wcra and other water supply sources. We urge you to However, as identified in the Cumulative Report, both lead agencies are
d rely se efforts -onsider reduction of th f th ; ; H i
s Sl I e s e actively involved in Iocgl and. regional effo.rt.s, such as .t.he V_Vater_ Forum
Agreement, related to improving the condition of sensitive fisheries and
aquatic and terrestrial resources potentially affected by projected future
changes in water project operation.
American River Pump Station Project C2-186 Response to Comments
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Letter 121 (cont)

Response C

Reclamation recognizes that the water supplies in the American River Basin are fully committed. Generally, American River Division CVP water contractors upstream of
Folsom Dam already take their full water supply entitlements, except when water supply shortages are declared. As part of the Sacramento Area Water Forum
Agreement, the American River Division CVP contractors have agreed to reduce water supply diversions during drier years. The American River Pump Station Project,
however, involves use of water supplied by PCWA's Middle Fork Project (subject to water right permit numbers 13586 and 13858, as authorized by the State Water
Resources Control Board) and does not involve the diversion of CVP water entitlements. Therefore, although the American River Basin as a whole may be fully
committed, PCWA’s MFP water supplies are not.

The Draft EIS/EIR describes Reclamation’s CVP water allocation decision-making in Chapter 3.0, Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, Section
3.3.2.4, Modeling Assumptions (see page 3-24) and in Appendix E, Technical Modeling Memorandum.

Response D

PCWA and Reclamation recently completed negotiation of PCWA's CVP water contract amendment (PCWA/USBR 2002). One of the provisions of the contract requires
PCWA and Reclamation to evaluate an alternative point of diversion from the Sacramento River for PCWA's CVP water entitlements (otherwise to be taken from the
American River, at Folsom Dam/Reservoir). Congress recently authorized and directed Reclamation to complete a feasibility study for this project consistent with the
Sacramento Area Water Forum Agreement. Study funding has been authorized and it is expected that the feasibility evaluation will be underway this year (2002).
Development of the Sacramento River Diversion Project would enable PCWA to reduce the total amount of water it diverts from the American River, thereby minimizing
its contribution to future influences on resources of the upper and lower American River. Implementation of the Sacramento River Diversion Project would be subject to
all applicable environmental review and regulatory permitting approval, including public involvement opportunities.

American River Pump Station Project C2-187 Response to Comments
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